Abstract: Purpose: The main purpose of this paper is to develop a reliability and validity scale for measuring instruments of city marketing (CM) those are liveability, visitability and investability for Maluku Province in Indonesia. Design: The methodology consists of developing the scale based on a literature review and qualitative method. The proposed scale is then purified and validated through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Findings: CM can be applied not only in the city but also in a province or region. Based on the CFA, the result reveals that city marketing contains 24 attributes which can be categorized into three dimensions: liveability, visitability and investability. Two indicators of visitability not valid, two indicators of investability not valid and one indicator of liveability not valid. Originality/value: The concept of CM has been explored many years. Generally the dimension is divided into residents, visitors and investors and tested on policy makers in a region as a analysis unit. This study, the dimensions are different because they want to see the perception of three respondents (residents, visitors and entrepreneurs) to measure perceptions of liveability, investability and visitability.
PUBLIC INTEREST STATEMENT
The concept of city marketing has been evolving for decades. Although the issue has been investigated by many scholars from various disciplines, among of them, management, geography, communication, urban planning and engineering and design, there are no clear-cut definition or conceptualization on it. In the area of management, previous literature generally refers to the strategy of a city to compete with others cities in attracting tourists or visitors. This study is unique for three reasons. First it deeply discusses city marketing from sustainability perspective through liveability, visitability, and invest ability of a local community, visitors and investors. Second, the research was conducted in Maluku Province, Indonesia, meaning, the concept of city marketing was carried out in a larger scale, that is province, and the last it is difficult to conduct quantitative research which includes measurement of city marketing instruments, therefore, this study aims to confirmatory factor of the city's marketing instruments
Introduction
There are many reasons to visit a city. The main motive is economy, but in some cases, the city's image is also worth considering (Van Limburg, 1998) . Cities with bad images can improvement and attract visitors. Experience shows that place and destination marketing can be effectively done through promoting and supporting the image in order to be more attractive and competitive in reaching the target market. Competition to gain market shares in the tourism industry is intense and leads to economic benefits (Cameron & Roberts, 2010; Metaxas, 2007) .
During the years of 1993-2015, city marketing (CM) was constantly changing and evolving, reflecting changes along with globalization and economic growth. The phrase "City Marketing", according to a Google search (checked on December, 2017), had 422 million results in websites worldwide. This finding indicates that CM is not new for academics and researchers in various branches of academia. Several are experts in Management (e.g. Aaker, 2011; Kavaratzis, 2004; Kotler, 1999; Rufaidah, 2007) , Geography (e.g. Paddison, 1993; Boisen, 2007) , Urban Planning (e.g. Ashworth & Voogd, 1990; Braun, 2008; Hospers, 2011; Smyth, 2005) , Communication (e.g. Gelders & van Zuilen, 2013) , and Engineering & Design (e.g. Jiyoung Yoon, 2010) . Various researchers and practitioners establish various definitions of CM.
CM is a way to introduce a city or region and is not a new phenomenon in the world of marketing. This concept was implemented several decades ago by cities around the world applying marketing techniques to improve and adopt the philosophy of marketing to operationalize and achieve strategic goals (Kavaratzis, 2007) . CM uses ideas, concepts and tools in marketing to promote a city or a region. CM improves the position of a city when compared to other cities. Currently, most cities in Europe have applied city marketing strategies. The strategy applied varies, ranging from city-to-city marketing to campaigns with attractive slogans, designs and logos in the media. This variation may be the reason why many academics intuitively have sceptical or negative reactions when CM is mentioned (Boisen, 2007) . In 1960, Kevin Lynch published a book entitled "The Image of the City". In the mid1980s, several cities in the Netherlands claimed to have a policy in CM. Since then, a number of cities are reported to have good development (Braun, 2008) .
Since the enactment of Law No. 32 of 2004 on regional autonomy in Indonesia, each region has made efforts to increase revenue from various sectors. Almost every regions has tried to explore the tourism sector to contribute to regional income. This sector is considered more profitable than other sectors that are long-term, capital intensive. This view is supported by Indonesia's amazingly beautiful natural potential. The natural beauty is almost uniformly across all regions in Indonesia. Therefore, an effective and unique city marketing strategy is required to achieve the goal of increasing local revenue. The local government of the Maluku province is actively marketing and promoting the potential of Maluku, which is famous for the beauty of its sea, to increase the amount of investment and the number of visitors. Unfortunately, as reported by the Central Bureau of Statistics, Maluku's revenue from tourism in 2014-2015 did not reach the expected target. The underachieved target in tourism underlies this study. This paper attempts to quantify and validate indicators of dimensions forming CM in Maluku.
The broad terminology of CM makes the dimensions of this concept diverse. The similarity between researcher's concepts on city marketing and place marketing enrich it. This paper also discusses the CM scale adopted by previous researchers (e.g. AMA 2008; Balencourt & Zafra, 2012; Braun, 2008; Hospers, 2011; Kotler & Gertner, 2002; Institute, 2007; and Rufaidah, 2007) . The similarity of dimensions, according to those researchers, lies in three aspects; namely, the residents or communities, visitors, and investors/entrepreneurs. This paper proposes a CM measurement using different instruments from Rufaidah (2007) but adopted same dimensions, consisting of liveability, which represents the community/host of the city, visitability, which represents visitors, and investability, which represents entrepreneurs.
The liveability aspect consists of eight questions, the visitability aspect contains ten questions, and the investability aspect contains six questions such that the total questions used to measure CM scale are 24. To obtain the results, this research involved 103 respondents and applied Confirmatory Factor Analysis with an SEM-PLS approach.
Literature review

The history of the term of city marketing
According to Van Den Berg et al. (1990) , though CM terminology existed in several urban studies during the 1980s in Europe, it actually has been known much longer in the United States. In contrast to Berg, Braun (2008) states that CM terminology started as a "Dutch Invention". In 2005, Amsterdam launched a new city marketing policy known as "IAmsterdam". Efforts to promote the city and the "IAmsterdam" strapline were made repeatedly in the news. In 2006, Rotterdam appointed the first Chief Marketing Officer in the Netherlands, which became a discussion in the media. In the same year, Den Haag claimed the appointment of the first councillors to promote the city.
Problems arise when there are differences in understanding CM. In America, city marketing practitioners are connected to the development of the local economy, place marketing and public-private partnerships in order to achieve regeneration (Paddison, 1993, p. 340) . A number of academics understand CM as a long-term process that requires an organized capacity to fulfil the needs of a different target region; they see it as a strategic, synthetic, and integrated activity (Hospers, 2009 ).
Large cities use CM, expecting differentiation from other cities, to attract new and retain existing target groups (Hospers, 2009) . Differentiation is important at this time not only for large cities but also for smaller cities (Rennen, 2007) . The purpose of CM is to achieve long-term community sustainability and to create satisfaction in the community (Aaker, 2011) . Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are a form of destination marketing. It is the best condition in city marketing practice. To understand the relationship between PPPs and best practices in city marketing, we must first recognize the reason for the involvement of public and private sectors in PPPs to raise the city profile to attract visitors and investors (Heely, 2011) . The highest achievement for city marketing to create a unique and recognizable city brand with good reputation and high influence (Zhao, 2013) There are differences between these terms: place branding, marketing destination, and state branding. Some scholars try to sort out the terminology of place marketing as a function, but there are those who see place marketing as a particular episode of place branding (Zavattaro, 2012) . CM terminology can be divided according to the flow or the understanding of experts on the concept. Some experts understand the city as a product and CM as a marketing process (Burges, 1982; Gelders & van Zuilen, 2013; Paddison, 1993; Smyth, 2005) . Despite having this idea, researchers believe that city marketing is different from product marketing. Meanwhile, other experts, such as Rufaidah, Boisen and Lombarts, better understand CM as a directed and scalable process in order to achieve long-term or sustainable goals.
From 1980 to 2000, contribution to the definition of CM was discussed and limited to the characteristics of each academic field (economics, geography and planning). This discussion contributed to the traditional understanding of CM concepts, problems, and solutions, and the application of marketing to cities. Experts have used more conventional marketing methods, including increased promotions, to improve cities' images to leads to increased social economy.
Currently, CM puts more emphasis on methods or strategies of attracting tourists and selling the city's potential. From the 2000s until today, the definition of CM has been widespread and has contained more scalable and clearer attributes in marketing management, considering the interests of all stakeholders (residents, investors and visitors) in which not just talks about the city image but emphasizes more as a competitive strategy between one city and another, highlights the uniqueness of a city and the positive things that can improve the value of the city. CM has a wider and longer-term economic sustainability (Rufaidah, 2007) .
Evolving concept of city marketing
A number of scholars understand CM as a marketing strategy in the form of a promotion to sell a city through positive images to a specific market. CM strategy is used to build and redefine the city's image (Burges, 1982; Paddison, 1993; Smyth, 2005) .
CM is a strategy to win the competition between cities through various activities positive for the image of the city (Burges, 1982) . A similar opinion was expressed by Paddison (1993) , who stated that CM is a strategy for a specific target and more than the promotion of the place for which it is being used to build and redefine the image. CM as a promotional strategy aims to promote, facilitate, develop and make transactions to the extent that as these activities are included in the city strategy and coordinated by the municipality (Smyth, 2005) .
In addition to the above opinion, there are others stating that CM is not only a strategy but also a concept. The concept of CM in a city leads to three targeted groups: residents, visitors and investors (Balencourt & Zafra, 2012; Boekema, Hospers, & Verheul, 2011; Braun, 2008; Hospers, 2011; Institute, 2007; Kotler & Gertner, 2002; Rufaidah, 2007; Van Dijk-Bettenhaussen, 2011) . These three targets are mentioned in the definition of CM. Although there are differences between investors and enterprises, they actually have a common meaning. Likewise, visitors and tourists both refer to a person visiting the region or city. Residents and citizens also have the same meaning. Thus, there are similarities in the opinion of scholars on the CM targets.
CM is a concept that promotes a specific location as a product and, through collaboration with various stakeholders, facilitates the local economy and increases the value of a city for investors, residents and visitors through the development of the environment and infrastructure (Kotler & Gertner, 2002) . CM is a commercial activity that sells urban spaces to attract visitors and residents, as well as enterprises (Institute, 2007) . CM is defined as an interaction in the form of urban policy management, such as education, employment, or housing, aimed at three target groups: tourists, residents and enterprises (Hospers, 2011) .
In contrast to the above opinions, Rufaidah (2007) emphasizes the process of creating, communicating, and delivering value to stakeholders to create economic, social and environmental sustainability. In this case, the sustainability described by Rufaidah is in the form of visitability, liveability and investability. These three components are the dimensions of CM that represent visitors, residents, and investors. In his definition, Braun (2008) states that CM is a marketing tool that is coordinated and supported, as well as customer oriented, to create, communicate, deliver and exchange values for city customers and the urban community in general. Although both scholars propose similar definitions, Braun does not clearly define the dimensions of the variable.
Another term of city marketing: place marketing and destination marketing
By its definition, place marketing (hereinafter abbreviated as PM) is similar to CM. As seen in the definition produced by Kotler (1999) , PM refers to the planning procedure of a place to satisfy a target market. Two parameters are described by Kotler: the enterprises and the residents buying goods and services, and the satisfaction and expectations of the target market (enterprises and visitors) for goods and services as expected (Kotler, 1999) . In this definition, there is a similarity in terms of enterprises, residents and visitors. Metaxas (2009) also defines PM as a strategic process in developmental stages that leads to the creation of an attractive and competitive destination. Although it does not mention the target market for PM, the terms attractive and competitive are also used in the definitions of other scholars. Ashworth and Voogd (1990) state that PM is a process where local activities are linked closely to the demands of the target market. The goal is to maximize the efficiency of the social and economic functions in the region concerned, in accordance with any goals set. Niedomysl and Jonasson (2012) also define PM as a measure taken by governments to improve the competitive image of a place with the explicit purpose of attracting capital from elsewhere.
Based on the above points, it can be concluded that the three definitions have the same goal: a process or strategy to create an attractive and competitive place for a target market. In the discussion, the target market consists of visitors and investors. Thus, PM is similar to CM.
In addition to CM and PM, there is also destination marketing (DM). In the definition of Wang (2011) , DM is summed up as a proactive approach centred on economic and cultural development of balanced objectives, integrating the interests of visitors, service providers, and communities. From several discussions of scholars, there are two elements in this definition that are similar to CM's three target groups: the aspects of visitors and communities, as well as the aspect of service providers, which can be interpreted as investors.
Research methods
Scale development
In the research of Noviana and Rufaidah (2012) , which adopted Rufaidah's (2007) , three dimensions are used to measure CM. The first dimension is visitability, which is the convenience of a city or a place to visit. It is associated with domestic and foreign tourists who visit, either for the first time or repeatedly. To achieve visitability, the local government of the city must accentuate the friendliness of the people, sites, artefacts, and various attractions worth visiting.
This study adopts research conducted by Rufaidah stating three dimensions to measure CM with different instruments and unit analysis. The first dimension is visitability. Visitability is the term for measuring the convenience of a place worth visiting. It is highly important for firsttime tourists to ensure a repeat visit. To achieve visitability in the city, the government should show the spirit and friendliness of local people, artefacts and a variety of attractions and activities worth visiting. The second dimension is investability. Investability is the management of investment in a region, the number of workers involved, the number of Small Medium and Enterprises that grow and develop, the level of business confidence, and the number of immigrants seeking jobs. To increase investability, the government must have the ability to identify and optimize the competitiveness of the city. One of the measures that needs to be used by the city government is the competition index as an indicator of competitiveness of the region. The final dimension is liveability. Liveability measure the number of permanent residents and immigrants who settle in a city by levels of education, professions and social activities, the amount of household waste produced and processed, the amount of consumption, and the availability of clean water and air. To achieve liveability, a city must have the ability to provide opportunities for individuals to optimize their prosperity.
Previous research to measure CM dimensions make government as unit of analysis. For this study there is a different analysis unit, location and instrument item, it was conducted in Maluku province with tourists, residents (who moved to Maluku) and entrepreneurs. It's important to see the perception of respondent to the CM policy undertaken by the local government.
Research conducted by Goovaerts, Van Biesbroeck, and Van Tilt (2014) to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of CM also uses similar target markets (citizens, visitors and enterprises), but applies a very different methodology. Goovaerts et al. (2014) uses a combination of Integrated Performance Measurement (IPM) and Return on Investment (ROI) using secondary data.
Method
Participants
The target population of this study was tourist or people who visited Maluku for MICE event, resident and investor. The data was collected through Google form as an online survey media. A total of 103 respondents were selected as participants, 48.4% of whom were women, mostly aged more than 42 years old, 56.8% of whom work as state officials. Of the respondents, 80.2% claimed to know about travel destinations in Maluku from friends, family and relatives, while 64.8% read them online. Also, 66.3% of respondents stated that investing in Maluku provided profitable opportunities, and 31.7% asserted that living in Maluku is highly desirable.
Instruments
The purpose of this study is to test the indicators that make up the dimensions of CM. This study uses Confirmatory Factor Analysis with Component/Variance-Based Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). Component/variance-based SEM is also known as Partial Least Square (PLS). The SEM-PLS used was a reflexive measurement model. The data processing was completed with SmartPLS 3. The assessment of the reflexive measurement model applied internal consistency (composite reliability), indicator reliability, convergent validity (average variance extracted) and discriminant validity. The structural model was examined using coefficients of determination (R2), and the size and significance of the path coefficients (Hair, 2014) .
CM was measured by a total of 24 questions representing the dimensions of liveability, visitability and investability. Visitability was measured by eight questions representing all indicators. This is in line with the research by Rufaidah (2007) . The second dimension, investability, was measured by ten questions representing all indicators. The last dimension, liveability, was measured by six questions.
The scale of measurement used in this study is the Likert scale. The Likert scale requires respondents to indicate their levels of agreement or disagreement with various statements related to an attitude or object. It consists of an evaluative section, which is a list of response categories ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" (Aaker, 2011) .
The following hypothesis were developed based on above discussion 
Results
The CM-scale research variables used consisted of three dimensions measured by 24 indicators as manifest variables (observed variables). The CM-scale consisted of latent variables of visitability, investability and liveability with 8, 10 and 6 indicators, respectively, as manifest variables (observed variables Table 1 showing the indicators to measure in this research). The CFAStructural Equation Modelling (SEM) model applies a Second Order approach. The full model calculation results are hypothesized as follows in Figure 1 .
Model measurement
The Outer Model assessment (measurement model) was conducted by looking at the reliability and validity of observed variables in the study. The Outer model assessment describes the relationship between the indicators and each latent variable used. Convergent Validity, Discriminant Validity and Composite Reliability were the criteria used in assessing the Outer model.
Convergent validity is examined based on the correlation between the estimated item and the component scores (Loading Factor value).
The size is said to be high if the correlation measured is more than 0.70. However, according to Chin (1998) and Ghozali (2008) for the early stages of a study of measurement scale development, a loading value of 0.5-0.6 is considered adequate. This study uses a loading factor limit of 0.50. The validity criteria can also be seen from Discriminant validity based on the Average Variance Extracted (AVE). The construct is good when AVE is above 0.50. Composite Reliability is a measure of internal consistency.
Validity tests
The parameter estimation result for each variable of the measurement model or the Loading Factor of each indicator was obtained from forming latent variables on table as follows. (Table 2 The results of Outer loading after elimination can be seen in the table under Outer Loading Stage II, which show all manifest variables (indicators) are valid. The t-value shows the indicators are significant (because the t-value is more than 1.96 at 5% significance level) in the latent variables of visitability (ξ 1 ), investability (ξ 2 ) and liveability (ξ 3 ).
From Table 3 , it can be seen that the results of AVE for visitability (0.800), investability (0.500) and liveability (0.543) indicate that all constructs have met convergent validity where the AVEs are above the recommended criterion of at least 0.50 (Hair, 2014) . The correlation of results between the constructs and AVE root values in Table 3 indicate AVE root values for visitability, investability and liveability that are greater than the value of correlation between constructs. In general, these results show the discriminant validity of latent variables is already high. It shows that the composite reliability (CR) values of visitability (0.960), investability (0.904) and liveability (0.828) are all above 0.70. Therefore, it can be concluded that all constructs have high internal consistency reliability.
The results in Table 5 show that the loading factor of each construct is greater than the cross loading of other constructs.
The influence of each variable on CM can be seen in the value of R2. The R2 value shows the accuracy of the model's prediction (Hair, 2014 ). An R2 value equalling 0.25 indicates weak influence, 0.5 indicates moderate influence and 0.75 indicates substantial influence (Chin, 2010) . In Figure 2 , we can see the R2 value of visitability on CM is 0.800. In the research model, the accuracy of visitability in forming CM is 0.800, or in the substantial category. The R2 value of investability is 0.803. Therefore, the accuracy of investability in forming CM is 0.803, or in the substantial category. The R2 value of liveability is 0.790. Therefore, the accuracy of liveability in forming CM is 0.790, or also in the substantial category.
CFA
CFA testing is completed by looking at significant values. These values are obtained by bootstrapping procedures. The significance of the hypothesis is determined by looking at the value of the coefficient parameters and the value of T-statistical significance in the algorithm for bootstrapping reports. The level of significance determination is seen in the value of alpha in the T-table, which is 0.05 (5%) = 1.96, and the T-table is subsequently compared with the T-test (T-statistic). The results in Table 6 and Figure 3 show that the direct effects of visitability, investability and liveability on CM are significant (Table 6) (Figure 3 ).
Based on Table 6 , we can see that the first hypothesis testing results show the correlation between Visitability and CM, as indicated by a coefficient value of 0.894 with a t-value of 31.412. The t-value is greater than the critical value (1.960), and the P value equals 0.000 < 0.005; therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. It can be concluded that visitability influences CM. Visitability's influence has a positive correlation value of 0.894 as we can see on Table 4 . The second hypothesis testing suggests that the correlation between investability and CM is indicated by a coefficient value of 0.896 with a t-value of 25.827. The t-value is greater than the critical value (1,960) and the P value equals 0.000 < 0.005; therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. It can be concluded that investability influences CM. Its influence has a positive correlation value of 0.896.
Finally, the third hypothesis testing shows that the correlation between liveability and CM is indicated by a coefficient value of 0.889 with a t-value of 39.399. The t-value is greater than the critical value (1,960) and the P value equals 0.000 < 0.005; therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. It can be concluded that liveability influences CM. Its influence has a positive correlation of 0.889.
Discussion and conclusions
Theoretical implication
This paper noted CM's implications for the development of a city and that it is a strategy for every city to show its uniqueness and market its potential. Every city competes and tries to increase its competitiveness. This study aims to measure the indicators used in CM variables. This study refers to the dimensions used by Rufaidah (2007) , which were visitability, which represents the visitors of a city, investability, which represents the possibility of investment or business opportunities in a Another contribution of this study are, first it deeply discusses city marketing from sustainability perspective through liveability, visitability and investability of a local community, visitors and investors. Second, the research was conducted in Maluku Province, Indonesia, meaning, the concept of city marketing was carried out in a larger scale, that is province, and the last it is difficult to conduct quantitative research which includes measurement of city marketing instruments, therefore, this study aims to confirmatory factor of the city's marketing instruments Finally, this paper explains that the CM dimensions used can provide different results for different regions/cities. It is important for this study's theoretical implication to build the next CM dimensions.
The results of data analysis show that measuring CM through three dimensions can indeed be done, although there are a number of indicator items that should be removed, since they are inapplicable in Maluku. The total number of indicators used was initially 24 items, but only 19 indicators were valid and able to be implemented in Maluku Province, Indonesia. The study found that some indicators cannot be used in Maluku and should be removed. The most dominant indicator in the visitability dimension is happiness and enjoyment when visiting Maluku. This result is particularly interesting because Maluku has positive things to share with visitors and the respondents were eager to visit Maluku. The second most influential dimension is investability. Most of the respondents believed that the business climate in Maluku is promising and profitable. Moreover, events held by the local governments are helpful in raising awareness and increasing business opportunities. The third dimension, with a lower influence value, is liveability. In this dimension, the respondents agreed that some of the interesting places in Indonesia are located in Maluku. However, the question about Maluku as a desirable place to live was not valid. This finding indicates that Maluku has not become a place of reference as a residence. We find this information to be very surprising.
Practical implication
The results of this study test indicators of CM's dimensions. This study suggests that CM's dimensions can be used and implemented in Maluku. Visitability, which represents tourists, has the greatest influence in forming CM variables. It cannot be separated from tourism as a major factor, dominated by the intention to visit and experiences when visiting, which are influential and powerful in forming the CM of a city. Therefore, the local government should take this opportunity to facilitate aspects of travel and events in order to further improve the quality of visits.
Subsequently, investability has an influence on CM. Investments that are considered the most relevant in this research are ones in marine fields (e.g. marine products, marine transportation and marine tourism). It is Maluku's geographic advantage that it has thousands of islands and is the largest fish producer in Indonesia.
If both can be optimized by the local government, they will have a positive effect by increasing revenue, which in turn will attract people to settle and search for jobs because of the better opportunities in Maluku.
Limitations and directions for future research
In this study, we measured the indicators of each dimension, namely, (1) visitability, (2) investability and (3) liveability in Maluku province. However, there are several limitation to be recognised and addressed. First, data from residents, visitors and investors only from Maluku province so that generalization of results is very limited. If the survey can be enlarged and reach more provinces, the results may show different effects and magnitudes.
Next, another dimension of city marketing that can be added in future research. For example economic aspects and social aspects. In addition, maybe city marketing more effectively analysed with more detailed typology of city or province.
